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In this paper, we investigate quasinormal modes (QNMs) and greybody factors within the framework of
Symmergent gravity, an emergent gravity model with an R + R2 curvature sector. Building on our previous
work on static spherically-symmetric solutions [Class.Quant.Grav. 40 (2023) 19, 195003], we explore the effects
of the key parameters, including the quadratic curvature term cO and the vacuum energy parameter α. For
both scalar and electromagnetic perturbations, an increase in α leads to a nearly linear rise in both oscillation
frequencies and damping rates. The other parameter cO affects the QNMs spectrum nonlinearly. Additionally,
the charge Q of the black hole introduces nonlinear behavior, where higher charges amplify the black hole’s
electromagnetic field, resulting in increased oscillation frequencies and faster stabilization. These findings
enhance our understanding of charged black hole stability and gravitational wave astrophysics. Further, the
analysis of greybody factors reveals that increasing α, cO, and Q reduces the absorption of radiation, with
electromagnetic perturbations reaching maximum absorption at slightly lower frequencies compared to scalar
perturbations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) describes the strong, weak, and electromagnetic interactions as a renormalizable quantum field the-
ory (QFT) [1], but does not account for gravity. It is unique to the flat Minkowski spacetime because of difficulties in quantizing
the curved metric [2] and in transferring QFTs into curved spacetime [3, 4]. In contrast to full QFTs like the SM, flat space-
time effective QFTs are expected to exhibit a closer connection to curved spacetime. This is because they are nearly classical
field theories obtained by integrating out high-frequency quantum fluctuations [1, 5], in the framework of both Wilsonian and
one-particle-irreducible effective actions [7, 8].

The SM is endowed with a physical UV cutoff (rather than a regulator) when viewed as an effective QFT [5]. This UV cutoff
denoted by Λ℘, represents the scale at which a UV completion becomes relevant. As revealed by the null LHC searches [6],
Λ℘ could be at any scale above a TeV. In general, in a Lorentz conserving regime, the loop momentum ℓµ lies in the interval
−Λ2

℘ ≤ ηµνℓ
µℓν ≤ Λ2

℘, and it explicitly breaks the Poincaré (translation) symmetry. In the presence of the UV cutoff Λ2
℘,

scalar mass-squareds obtain corrections proportional to Λ2
℘, and Λ2

℘ and Λ4
℘ terms appear in the loop-corrected vacuum energy

[5, 9]. Beyond these UV sensitivities [5], gauge bosons also acquire mass-squared terms proportional to Λ2
℘, and which leads

to a breaking of gauge symmetries [10, 11]. In order to alleviate these unnatural UV sensitivities, the most sensible line of
action would be to restore the gauge symmetries by means of the Higgs mechanism [12–14]. A hindrance to this proposal is
the stark difference between the intermediate vector boson mass (Poincaré-conserving) [15] and the loop-induced gauge boson
mass (Poincaré-breaking) [16]. Indeed, in the former, the vector boson mass is promoted to a scalar field, which leads to the
usual Higgs mechanism [12–14]. In the latter, however, it is necessary to first find a Poincaré-breaking Higgs field. In this
regard, it turns out that the affine curvature, which is independent of the metric tensor and its connection, is the sought-after
Higgs field in that it promotes the UV cutoff Λ℘ [17, 18] and condenses to the usual metrical curvature in the minimum of the
metric-affine action [19, 20]. The defusion of the unnatural UV sensitivity, the restoration of gauge symmetries, the emergence
of gravity, and the appearance of new particles without the necessity to couple directly to SM particles are the salient outcomes
of this condensation. This whole mechanism is referred to as gauge symmetry-restoring emergent gravity or symmergent gravity
in brief. Symmergent gravity has been constructed and applied through various stages [16, 21–23], starting with the nascent
idea of gauge symmetry restoration by means of curvature [24]. Some applications of Symmergent gravity can be found in
[25–27, 29–34].

Black holes are not isolated cosmic bodies; rather, they are dynamic entities that actively interact with their surroundings,
profoundly influencing the fabric of spacetime. When a black hole is perturbed, spacetime itself ripples, creating waves that
eventually die down as the system settles back to equilibrium. Understanding how these systems respond to small disturbances
is a fundamental aspect of physics, providing deep insights into the nature of spacetime and gravity. The study of black hole
perturbations began with pioneering work by [42], and was significantly advanced by others [43–48], leading to Chandrasekhar’s
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seminal contributions [49, 50]. At the heart of this field are quasinormal modes (QNMs), which are complex frequencies
characterizing the oscillatory behavior of a black hole as it returns to a stable state after being disturbed. These modes are unique
signatures that depend on the black hole’s intrinsic properties, such as its mass, charge, and spin, as well as the nature of the
perturbation—whether it is scalar, electromagnetic, or gravitational. The independence of QNMs from initial conditions makes
them particularly valuable in probing the characteristics of black holes, offering a direct link between theoretical predictions and
observable phenomena [51–101].

The study of QNMs is especially critical in the context of the ringdown phase of binary black hole mergers. During this phase,
the newly formed black hole emits gravitational waves as it stabilizes, with the QNMs encoding key information about the black
hole’s parameters. As gravitational wave astronomy continues to grow, understanding QNMs has become increasingly important
for interpreting the data from detectors like LIGO and Virgo [102, 103].

Complementing the study of QNMs is the analysis of the greybody factor, which describes the modification of the spectrum
of radiation as it escapes the black hole’s gravitational well. The greybody factor plays a crucial role in understanding the
energy distribution of radiation emitted by black holes, influencing the signals detected by gravitational wave observatories.
Together, QNMs and the greybody factor provide a comprehensive picture of black hole dynamics and their interactions with
the surrounding environment.

In light of this, our study focuses on computing QNMs and greybody factors for charged symmergent black holes (CSBHs).
By examining these scenarios, we aim to uncover novel insights into the behavior of black holes in complex electromagnetic
environments, contributing to a deeper understanding of these enigmatic objects in the universe.

Our work is organized as follows: after the introduction we briefly review the CSBHs in Section II. In Section III., we study
time-domain profile of the scalar field and then find the corresponding quasi-normal modes. In Section IV. and V., we investigate
massless scalar and massless vector perturbations around the black hole. In Section VI. we study greybody factor using the
WKB approach and also rigous bounds. Finally, we summarize and conclude our paper in Section VII.

II. BRIEF REVIEW OF CHARGED SYMMERGENT BLACK HOLES

Symmergent gravity is a specific form of emergent gravity that incorporates both R and R2 curvature terms along with a
non-zero cosmological constant. As a specialized case within the broader class of f(R) gravity theories, it was first introduced
in [23, 24], with further refinements and enhancements presented in [22]. This model has been applied across various contexts
[27, 30, 31], while recent field-theoretic and string-theoretic developments have been detailed in [21]. In fact, symmergent
gravity is defined by the action

S[g] =

∫
d4x

√
−g
{

R

16πG
− cO

16
R2 − VO + Lmatter

}
, (1)

in which R is the Ricci curvature scalar and Lmatter represents the Lagrangian for both standard model matter fields (quarks,
leptons, gauge bosons, and the Higgs) and additional fields required to generate the inverse Newton’s constant at one loop in the
flat spacetime effective action. The relationship for the inverse of Newton’s constant is given by

1

G
=

str
[
M2

]
8π

, (2)

which is set by the mass-squared matrix M2 of the entirety of matter fields such that its supertrace str[M2] =
∑

i(−1)2si+1(2si+
1)tr[M2]si runs over all fields ψi with spin si. At the one-loop level, the quadratic curvature coefficient in Eq. (1) is given
by the number difference between the total bosonic degrees of freedom nB and the fermionic degrees of freedom nF in the
underlying QFT [16], namely

cO =
nB − nF

128π2
. (3)

Similarly, again at the one-loop level, the vacuum energy in Eq. (1) is given by

VO =
str
[
M4

]
64π2

. (4)

The loop-induced parameters nB and nF play a crucial role in determining key aspects of the Symmergent gravity. These
degrees of freedom are not limited to the known particles of the standard model; they also encompass entirely new particles,
both massive and massless, that may not interact with the SM particles non-gravitationally. This broader inclusion of particle
species highlights the flexibility of Symmergent gravity, allowing it to incorporate new physics beyond the SM without requiring
couplings to the known particles. Consequently, the contributions from these additional particles affect the gravitational sector
primarily through their impact on loop corrections, influencing the effective gravitational dynamics.
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In the context of general nB and nF, the Symmergent gravity action (1) may be expressed in the f(R) gravity form as shown
below [27]:

S[g] =
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√
−g
(
f(R)− 2Λ− 1

2
F̂µν F̂

µν

)
(5)

where f(R) = R + βR2 with the quadratic curvature coefficient β = −πGcO and the cosmological constant Λ = 8πGVO. A
detailed analysis of the vacuum energy VO starting from its definition in Eq. (4), will be presented in the subsequent part of the
paper.

In this paper, we focus solely on the electromagnetic field from the matter sector in the action (5). The electromagnetic field
tensor is given by

F̂µν = ∂µÂν − ∂νÂµ (6)

where the dimensionless electromagnetic potential is defined as Âµ = Aµ/
√
8πG.

In this section, we derive the charged black hole solution for the combined Symmergent gravity and Maxwell system from the
action in (5). The gravitational field equations are expressed as follows,

Eµν ≡ RµνF (R)−
1

2
gµνf(R) + gµνΛ + (gµν□−∇µ∇ν)F (R)− T̂µν = 0 (7)

and are coupled with the Maxwell field equations:

∂µ(
√
−gF̂µν) = 0 (8)

where F (R) ≡ df(R)/dR and T̂µν , the energy-momentum tensor of the dimensionless Maxwell field in (7), is given by:

T̂µν = gαβF̂αµF̂βν − 1

4
gγαgρβF̂αβF̂γρ. (9)

We now seek a static, spherically symmetric solution for the combined Symmergent gravity and Maxwell system. For this,
we propose the following metric:

ds2 = −h(r)dt2 + 1

h(r)
dr2 + r2(dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2), (10)

where h(r) is the single metric potential. The corresponding electromagnetic scalar potential is Â0 = q̂(r), with the vector
potential vanishing (Âi = 0, for i = 1, 2, 3). The electrostatic potential is given by: q̂(r) = Q

r where a homogeneous term has
been discarded, ensuring the scalar potential follows a pure Coulomb form. For a QFT characterized by a scale M0 but lacking
detailed knowledge of the mass spectrum, realistic scenarios can be modeled by introducing the parametrization:

VO =
1− α

(8πG)2cO
, (11)

where the parameter α reflects deviations in the boson and fermion masses from the characteristic scale M0. In general, α > 1
(α < 1) indicates fermion (boson) dominance in terms of the trace of (masses)4, with α > 1 corresponding to an AdS spacetime
and α < 1 corresponding to a dS spacetime.

With the vacuum energy given by Eq. (11), the metric potential h(r) takes the form [27]:

h(r) = 1− 2MG

r
+

Q2

2αr2
− (1− α)

24πGcO
r2 . (12)

It results in the standard Reissner-Nordström-AdS/dS black hole when Q̂2 = Q2

2α and Λ̂ = (1−α)
8πGcO

. The metric (10) with the
potential (12) is called as CSBH [27].

The predictions of the Einstein field equations have been tested extensively in a broad range of observationally accessible
scenarios [28], including but not limited to inflationary evolution [29], the formation of neutron stars and black holes [26, 27, 30–
35], and the emission of gravitational waves [36, 37]. Given the increase in the number and variety of astrophysical observations
of ultracompact objects (inlcuding recent EHT [38] and JWST [39] observations), black holes manifest themselves as viable
testbeds. This motivates our study of black hole spacetimes depending on the parameters cO and α.
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III. SCALAR FIELD PROPAGATION

How does a generic massless scalar field propagate within the given spacetime background? This leads us to the task of solving
the massless Klein-Gordon equation in a fixed, curved background spacetime.

□Ψ = 0 (13)

Given that the background spacetime is spherically symmetric and static, we can express Ψ as a decomposition in terms of
spherical harmonics,

Ψ(t, r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
l=0

l∑
m=−l

ψlm(r)

r
e−iωtYlm(θ, ϕ) . (14)

Substituting this ansatz into the Klein-Gordon equation yields the differential equation that governs the behavior of each indi-
vidual mode

h2
d2ψlm

dr2
+ hh′

dψlm

dr
+ ω2ψlm =

rhh′ + h(2l(l + 1) + rh′)

2r2
ψlm . (15)

The equation can be further simplified by introducing the tortoise coordinate r∗, defined as:

dr∗
dr

= h−1 (16)

Using the above definition of the tortoise coordinate r∗ and the details provided, we arrive at the following equation for
ψlm(r∗) [52]:

d2ψlm

dr2∗
+ [ω2 − Veff(r∗)]ψlm = 0 (17)

where Veff(r∗), is the effective potential, depending on the specific form of h(r), and the angular quantum numbers l and m.
The effective potential Veff(r∗), as a function of the tortoise coordinate r∗, is symmetric about r∗ = 0 (where r corresponds

to the horizon) and approaches to zero at large distances.
In the vicinity of the detector, the background spacetime can be approximated as flat. Here, we consider perturbations around

a flat Minkowski background, along with a constant background scalar field. This allows us to treat the scalar field perturbations
as small deviations from the flat spacetime, simplifying the analysis in this region

gµν = ηµν + hµν , Φ = Φ0(1 + ϵ) (18)

where Φ0 is a constant. The field equations become

□(−hµν + ηµνϵ) =
2κ̄
lΦ0

Tµν (19)

□ϵ = κ̄
lΦ1

T (20)

where Φ1 = 3Φ0

1+Φ0
. Here the choice of gauge is

∂ν h̄
µν = ∂µϵ (21)

where h̄µν is the trace-reversed metric perturbation. In vacuum, we have □hµν = 0 = □ϵ and in the transverse traceless gauge,
we get

hµν =

0 0 0 0
0 h+ − ϵ0 h× 0
0 h× −h+ − ϵ0 0
0 0 0 0

 eiω(t−z) (22)

for a plane wave propagating in the z-direction. The scalar field is Φ = Φ0(1 + ϵ) where

ϵ = ϵ0e
iω(t−z) . (23)
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The presence of the scalar field introduces an additional polarization in the gravitational wave, commonly referred to as the
breathing mode [40, 41].

Typically, if we consider a massive scalar field, a longitudinal mode would also emerge. However, in this work, we focus
solely on a massless scalar field.

In a curved background, the equation governing the scalar field perturbation is given by:

□(δΦ) = gµνδΓα
µν∂αΦ+ hµνAµν −B δΦ− Cα∂α(δΦ) (24)

where (□) represents the d’Alembertian operator in the curved spacetime and we have defined,

Aµν =
Ω′

2Ω + 3
Φ;µΦ;ν +Φ;µ;ν , (25)

B =
2κ̄

l

Ω′T b

(2Ω + 3)2
+

Φ;αΦ;α

2Ω + 3

(
Ω′′ − 2(Ω′)2

2Ω + 3

)
, (26)

Cα =
2Ω′

2Ω + 3
Φ;α . (27)

Here, prime denotes differentiation with respect to Φ, and we assume there is no fluctuation in T b, the trace of the matter stress-
energy tensor (i.e., δT b = 0), similarly in [140]. By performing an infinitesimal gauge transformation hµν → hµν + ξµ;ν + ξν;µ
and δΦ → δΦ+ ξµ∂µΦ, generated by xµ → xµ − ξµ, we obtain the following gauge condition:

{
□ξα − ξµRα

µ −B ξα
}
Φ;α+ ξ

µ;ν (2Aµν − Φ;µCν)−CαΦ;µ;αξ
µ = Cα∂αδΦ−hµνAµν +B δΦ− (hαν;ν −

1

2
h;α)Φ;α (28)

where ξα is the gauge function. With this, the equation for the scalar field perturbations simplifies to:

□(δΦ) = 0 (29)

Since the scalar perturbation satisfies the Klein-Gordon equation in a fixed background metric, the QNMs calculated corre-
spond to the breathing mode mentioned earlier.

The metric and scalar field fluctuations generate the gravitational wave that is detected by instruments located in the asymptotic
region, where the background spacetime can be approximated as flat. The scalar field fluctuation introduces a breathing mode
polarization in the gravitational waves. The strain detected by a single detector is a combination of the projections of the
gravitational waveforms associated with the different polarization states incident on it [141]. In general, it is challenging to
isolate even the two polarization components predicted by the general relativity from a single detector’s observations [142], let
alone the five non-degenerate polarization states allowed in metric theories of gravity [143]. However, with at least five linearly
independent detectors, it becomes possible to resolve all five polarizations from transient signals [143, 144].

That solution, however, is beyond the scope of this work. Instead, we focus solely on the breathing mode and use the calculated
QNMs to estimate errors on the metric parameters.

We now proceed to compute the time-domain profiles and the QNMs, which will serve as inputs for parameter estimation
using gravitational wave data.

IV. PERTURBATIONS AND QUASINORMAL MODES

In this section, we focus on the analysis of massless scalar and vector perturbations within the framework of the black hole
metric defined in equation (12). For the sake of simplicity, we assume that the test field, whether a scalar field or a vector field,
exerts a negligible influence on the black hole spacetime, meaning that the back reaction of the field on the spacetime geometry
is insignificant [49, 117]. This assumption allows us to treat the perturbations as propagating on a fixed background metric
without needing to consider the complex, coupled dynamics that would arise if the back reaction were significant.

To investigate the QNMs associated with these perturbations, we derive Schrödinger-like wave equations tailored to each case
by imposing the relevant conservation relations on the background spacetime. For scalar fields, this process results in equations
of the Klein-Gordon type, which describe how the scalar perturbations evolve in the curved spacetime. For electromagnetic
(vector) fields, the corresponding wave equations are derived from Maxwell’s equations, governing the dynamics of electromag-
netic perturbations. These equations encapsulate the key physical properties of the perturbations, such as their frequencies and
damping rates, which are essential for determining the QNMs.

The QNMs are calculated using the Padé-averaged 6th-order WKB approximation method, a semi-analytical technique that is
particularly effective for evaluating the frequencies and decay rates of perturbations in black hole spacetimes. The WKB method
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is well-suited for handling wave equations with a potential barrier, as is typical in the context of black hole perturbations. By
employing this method, we can obtain accurate estimates of the QNMs, which provide insights into the stability and dynamical
response of the black hole to perturbations.

Our analysis specifically focuses on axial perturbations. To describe these perturbations, we express the perturbed metric as
shown in the following way [117]

ds2 = −gttdt2 + r2dθ2 + grrdr
2 + r2 sin2θ (dϕ− p1(t, r, θ) dt− p2(t, r, θ) dr − p3(t, r, θ) dθ)

2
, (30)

where the functions p1(t, r, θ), p2(t, r, θ), and p3(t, r, θ) characterize the perturbations in the black hole spacetime. These
functions represent deviations from the static and spherically symmetric background metric, with gtt = h(r) and grr = 1/h(r)
serving as the zeroth-order terms in the perturbative expansion. These zeroth-order terms correspond to the unperturbed black
hole metric, while the functions pi encode the effects of the axial perturbations.

Through this approach, we systematically study the impact of massless scalar and vector perturbations on the black hole
spacetime, providing a deeper understanding of the behavior and characteristics of QNMs in this context. This analysis is crucial
for exploring the stability of black holes and the nature of gravitational and electromagnetic waves in curved spacetime, offering
valuable insights into the fundamental properties of black hole physics.

A. Massless Scalar Perturbation

We begin by considering a massless scalar field Φ in the vicinity of a CSBH, governed by the equation □Φ = 0, which
describes the motion of the scalar field assuming negligible backreaction. The corresponding Klein-Gordon equation in the
CSBH spacetime takes the form

1

r2
√
gttg

−1
rr

[
r2
√
gttg

−1
rr Φ,r

]
,r

+
gtt

r2 sin θ
(sin θΦ,θ),θ +

gtt

r2 sin2 θ
(Φ),ϕϕ − (Φ),tt = 0. (31)

The angular structure of this equation suggests that the appropriate basis functions for the polar orientation are the associated
Legendre polynomials Pm

l (cos θ), which satisfy the relation

1

sin θ

d

dθ

(
sin θ

dPm
l (cos θ)

dθ

)
− m2

sin2 θ
Φ = −l(l + 1)Pm

l (cos θ). (32)

After separating the ϕ-dependent part of the equation using ∂2ϕΦ = −m2Φ, we express the scalar perturbation as a multipole
expansion:

Φ(t, r, θ, ϕ) =
1

r

∑
l,m

√
(2l + 1)

4π

(l −m)!

(l +m)!
ψs(t, r)e

imϕPm
l (cos θ), (33)

where l and m represent the polar and azimuthal indices, respectively [49, 118]. The function ψs(t, r) is the radial time-
dependent wave function and the index “s” stands for scalar.

Substituting this expansion into the Klein-Gordon equation leads to the stationary Schrödinger-like equation for the radial
part:

∂2r∗ψ(r∗)sl + ω2ψ(r∗)s = Vs(r)ψ(r∗)s, (34)

where r∗ is the tortoise coordinate.
The term Vs(r) represents the effective potential, given by

Vs(r) = |gtt|

(
l(l + 1)

r2
+

1

r
√
|gtt|grr

d

dr

√
|gtt|g−1

rr

)
= h(r)

(
l(l + 1)

r2
+

1

r

d

dr
h(r)

)
. (35)

Here, l corresponds to the multipole moment of the black hole’s QNMs, and ω represents the frequency of these modes, which
is determined from ∂2t ψs(t, r∗) = −ω2ψs(t, r∗). The wavefunction ψ(r∗)s thus describes behaviour of the scalar QNMs of the
CSBH [49, 117].

This formalism shows how scalar field perturbations evolve in the spacetime around CSBHs, with the effective potential and
tortoise coordinate playing key roles in shaping the dynamics of the QNMs. The diagonal and static nature of the CSBH metric
facilitates the straightforward definition of the QNM frequencies, which are essential for understanding the behavior of the scalar
perturbations in these exotic spacetimes.
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B. Massless Vector or Electromagnetic Perturbation

Following the analysis of scalar perturbations, we now turn to the study of massless vector perturbations, specifically focusing
on electromagnetic perturbations. The tetrad formalism proves to be a useful approach in analyzing these perturbations, as it
allows the projection of the curved metric gµν onto the flat metric ηµ̄ν̄ using the vierbein eµ̄µ. In this formalism, the relationship
between the curved and flat metrics is given by gµν = eµ̄µηµ̄ν̄e

ν̄
ν , where the indices µ, ν, . . . refer to the curved spacetime, and

µ̄, ν̄, . . . refer to the flat spacetime. The vierbeins satisfy several key relations eµ̄µe
µ
ν̄ = δµ̄ν̄ , eµ̄µe

ν
µ̄ = δνµ and eµ̄µ = gµνη

µ̄ν̄eνν̄
enabling us to express a given vector Sµ and a tensor Pµν in terms of their flat-spacetime counterparts.

The electromagnetic field strength tensor Fµ̄ν̄ is governed by the Jacobi identity ∂[µ̄Fν̄ρ̄] = 0, leading to a set of constraints
on the vector perturbations. Using these equations, we derive a two-derivative motion equation for the vector perturbations,
expressed as [√

gttg
−1
rr (r

√
gtt F),r

]
,r

+
gtt

√
grr

r

(
F,θ

sin θ

)
,θ

sin θ − r
√
grr F,tt = 0, (36)

where F = Ft̄ϕ̄ sin θ. Unlike scalar perturbations, the angular part of this equation suggests that the appropriate basis functions
are the Gegenbauer polynomials Pl(cos θ| − 1), which satisfy the differential equation

sin θ
d

dθ

(
1

sin θ

dPl(cos θ| − 1)

dθ

)
= −l(l − 1)Pl(cos θ| − 1). (37)

The vector wavefunction F(t, r, θ, ϕ) can then be expanded in terms of these polynomials as

F(t, r, θ, ϕ) =
∑
l

ψem(t, r)
dPl(cos θ| − 1)

sin θdθ
, (38)

leading to the equation for the radial part of the vector perturbations:[√
gttg

−1
rr (r

√
gtt ψem),r

]
,r

+ ω2r
√
grr ψem − 1

r
gtt

√
grr l(l + 1)ψem = 0. (39)

Here ψem is the wave function associated with the electromagnetic perturbation. This equation mirrors the form of the scalar
perturbation equation, with the key difference being the absence of a derivative term in the effective potential for vector pertur-
bations.

By defining the tortoise coordinate r∗ as in the scalar case, the vector perturbations obey the stationary Schrödinger equation

∂2r∗ψem(r∗) + ω2ψem(r∗) = Vem(r)ψem(r∗), (40)

where the effective potential for electromagnetic perturbations is

Vem(r) = gtt
l(l + 1)

r2
= h(r)

l(l + 1)

r2
. (41)

This potential differs from that of scalar perturbations, as it lacks the derivative term associated with the metric function h(r).
While these vector perturbations can be identified with the electromagnetic field, the broader symmergent gravity framework

predicts the existence of additional massless particles, which may not interact with known particles through non-gravitational
forces. These could include massless scalar fields or massless (dark) photons, which could significantly influence gravitational
wave emissions. The presence of such particles in the symmergent particle spectrum could lead to observable deviations in the
dynamics of gravitational waves and other astrophysical phenomena [16, 22, 23].

C. Behaviour of the Perturbation Potentials

Here, we briefly explore the characteristics of the perturbation potentials associated with the black hole under consideration.
The perturbation potential plays a crucial role in determining the QNMs of the black hole, as the nature of the potential directly
influences the frequencies and damping rates of these oscillatory modes. By analyzing the behavior of the potential, we can gain
a preliminary understanding of the QNMs and their dependence on various parameters.

The first panel of Fig. 1 illustrates the scalar potential for different values of the multipole moment l. As expected, the
peak value of the potential increases with an increase in l. This trend is consistent with the understanding that higher multipole
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FIG. 1: Variation of the scalar potential Vs(r) of CSBH with the radial distance r for different values of the multipole moment l
with M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.7, Q = 0.4 and cO = 0.3 (left panel), and for different values of α with l = 4, M = 1, Q = 0.1

and cO = 0.15 (right panel).
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FIG. 2: Variation of the scalar potential Vs(r) of CSBH with the radial distance r with M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.85 and l = 4. On
the left panel Q = 0.7. On the right panel cO = 0.2.

moments correspond to more complex angular dependencies in the perturbation, leading to a stronger potential barrier. The
rise in the potential peak with increasing l indicates that the black hole is more resistant to perturbations with higher angular
momentum, which will likely result in QNMs with higher frequencies and shorter lifetimes. This is because the potential barrier
effectively traps the perturbation closer to the black hole, leading to faster decay and higher oscillation frequencies.

In the second panel of Fig. 1, we examine the variation of the scalar potential with respect to the model parameter α. The
potential curve rises significantly as α increases, indicating that this parameter has a substantial impact on the behavior of the
potential. The parameter α likely represents a characteristic of the modified gravity model or an additional field interacting
with the black hole spacetime. The increase in the potential with α suggests that higher values of α make the black hole more
resistant to scalar perturbations, potentially leading to higher QNM frequencies and faster damping rates. This observation
underscores the sensitivity of the QNMs to the underlying model parameters, highlighting the importance of understanding how
these parameters influence the perturbation dynamics.

Moving to Fig. 2, the first panel displays the variation of the scalar potential concerning the parameter cO. The potential
curve shows a rapid increase for very small positive values of cO, while for negative values close to zero, the potential decreases
drastically. As cO becomes more positive or more negative, the potential tends to stabilize towards a central value. This behavior
indicates that cO exerts a complex influence on the potential, possibly related to the asymptotic behavior of the spacetime or the
nature of the coupling between the black hole and the scalar field. The rapid changes in the potential for small values of cO
suggest that even slight variations in this parameter can significantly alter the QNMs, making it a critical factor in the stability
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analysis of the black hole.
The second panel of Fig. 2 shows the variations of the potential with respect to the charge Q of the black hole. The black hole

charge has a pronounced effect on the potential behavior. As Q increases, the peak value of the potential rises significantly, and
the radius r corresponding to the maximum of the potential shifts closer to the event horizon. This shift suggests that the presence
of charge enhances the black hole’s ability to trap perturbations near the horizon, leading to higher QNM frequencies. The
charge Q thus plays a dual role in both increasing the potential barrier and reducing the effective radius where the perturbation
is concentrated, which may result in a more complex QNM spectrum.

We have also plotted similar curves for the electromagnetic potential in Figs. 3 and 4, considering different values of the model
parameters and multipole moments. The qualitative behavior of the electromagnetic potential curves is similar to that observed
for the scalar potential. However, a notable difference is that the potential values for the scalar perturbation are generally higher
than those for the electromagnetic perturbation. This difference suggests that the scalar field experiences a stronger interaction
with the black hole spacetime, leading to higher potential barriers. Consequently, we expect the QNM spectrum for scalar
perturbations to have higher frequencies and shorter lifetimes compared to electromagnetic perturbations. The lower potential
values for the electromagnetic case imply that the QNMs associated with electromagnetic perturbations might exhibit lower
frequencies and longer damping times, indicating a more gradual decay of these modes.

The analysis of the perturbation potential provides valuable insights into the nature of the QNMs for both scalar and electro-
magnetic perturbations. The variations in the potential with respect to parameters such as the multipole moment l, the model
parameter α, the coupling parameter cO, and the black hole charge Q reveal how sensitive the QNMs are to these factors. This
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understanding is crucial for predicting the stability and dynamical response of black holes to perturbations, particularly in the
context of different gravity models or in the presence of additional fields.

D. Time-domain profile and quasinormal modes

To begin, let us first examine the time-domain profile of the scalar field before delving into the determination of QNMs. In the
preceding section, we undertook extensive numerical computations to characterize the QNMs, thoroughly analyzing how these
modes depend on the model parametersQ, α, and cO. Our approach involved solving the perturbation equations in the frequency
domain, which provided insights into the oscillatory behavior and damping times of the QNMs. However, frequency-domain
analysis alone does not capture the full temporal evolution of the perturbations. Thus, in the subsequent section, our focus shifts
towards understanding the time-domain behavior of both scalar and electromagnetic perturbations. This involves generating
temporal profiles that illustrate how these fields evolve with time after an initial disturbance. To achieve this, we employ a time-
domain integration framework based on the methodology proposed by Gundlach et al. [127], which is well-suited for capturing
the full dynamical evolution of perturbations. By applying this technique, we can observe the decay patterns and the late-time
behavior of the perturbations, offering a complementary perspective to the frequency-domain analysis. This dual approach not
only helps in verifying the consistency of our results but also provides a more comprehensive understanding of the dynamical
properties of the perturbations in the given gravitational background.

Now, to proceed with the time domain investigation, we at first define ψ(r∗, t) = ψ(i∆r∗, j∆t) = ψi,j and V (r(r∗)) =
V (r∗, t) = Vi,j . Using this expression, we write

ψi+1,j − 2ψi,j + ψi−1,j

∆r2∗
− ψi,j+1 − 2ψi,j + ψi,j−1

∆t2
− Viψi,j = 0. (42)

In this scheme, we use the inittial conditions ψ(r∗, t) = exp

[
− (r∗ − k1)

2

2σ2

]
and ψ(r∗, t)|t<0 = 0 (note that k1 and σ are the

median and width of the initial wave-packet in the analysis scheme). By utilising these expressions, one can obtain the time
evolution of the scalar perturbation as shown below:

ψi,j+1 = −ψi,j−1 +

(
∆t

∆r∗

)2

(ψi+1,j + ψi−1,j) +

(
2− 2

(
∆t

∆r∗

)2

− Vi∆t
2

)
ψi,j . (43)

One can obtain the required time domain profiles numerically by using this iteration scheme along with a suitable fixed value
of the fraction ∆t

∆r∗
. Here a suitable value implies that the ratio ∆t

∆r∗
must be less than 1 in order to satisfy the Von Neumann

stability condition.
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FIG. 5: The time-domain profiles of the massless scalar perturbations (first panel) and electromagnetic perturbations (right
panel) for different multipole moments l with the parameter values M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, α = 0.9, cO = 0.4 and Q = 0.3.

The time-domain profiles of scalar and electromagnetic perturbations provide important insights into the dynamic behavior
of these fields in black hole spacetimes. The left panel of Fig. 5 presents the temporal profile of scalar perturbations, while the
right panel shows that of electromagnetic perturbations. The chosen parameters include an overtone number of n = 0, with
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FIG. 6: The time-domain profiles of the massless scalar perturbations (first panel) and electromagnetic perturbations (right
panel) for different values of the model parameter α with the parameter values M = 1, G = 1, l = 1, n = 0, cO = 0.4 and

Q = 0.3.
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α = 0.9, Q = 0.3, and cO = 0.4, while the multipole moment l is varied. Both profiles reveal that an increase in l leads
to higher frequencies of oscillations. However, the decay rates behave differently for scalar and electromagnetic perturbations.
In the case of scalar perturbations, the decay rate increases significantly as l grows, meaning that higher multipole moments
correspond to faster damping. In contrast, the decay rate for electromagnetic perturbations shows only a slight variation with
increasing l. Additionally, scalar perturbations tend to damp out faster than electromagnetic ones, implying that scalar fields are
more sensitive to perturbations and exhibit quicker stabilization in the black hole environment.

Fig. 6 further explores the time-domain profiles by varying the model parameter α, keeping the overtone number n = 0,
multipole moment l = 1, Q = 0.3, and cO = 0.4 fixed. Similar to the previous case, the decay rate for scalar perturbations
is consistently greater than that for electromagnetic perturbations. This suggests that α, which is likely a characteristic of the
black hole or the surrounding spacetime, exerts a more pronounced influence on the scalar field. As the value of α increases,
both the oscillation frequency and decay rate are affected, but the damping of scalar perturbations remains more rapid than that
of electromagnetic perturbations. The scalar field tends to dissipate faster, reflecting its stronger interaction with the black hole
geometry compared to electromagnetic fields.

Fig. 7 examines the effects of the parameter cO on the time-domain profiles. Here, for small values of time t, both scalar and
electromagnetic perturbations exhibit very similar profiles, with minimal differences in their oscillation patterns. However, as
time progresses, variations in oscillation frequencies become more noticeable, particularly for larger values of t. Despite these
differences, the damping rates for both types of perturbations appear relatively unaffected by changes in cO, suggesting that this
parameter influences the frequency of oscillations more than the rate at which the perturbations decay. For the range of cO values
considered, the impact on damping seems marginal, indicating that cO primarily affects the oscillatory dynamics rather than the
overall stability.

Finally, in Fig. 8, the time-domain profiles are plotted with varying values of the charge parameter Q. The results indicate
that the black hole charge has a noticeable effect on the oscillation frequency for both scalar and electromagnetic perturbations.
As Q increases, the oscillation frequencies increase, suggesting that a more highly charged black hole causes perturbations to
oscillate more rapidly. The damping rate, however, increases only slightly for both types of perturbations, implying that while
the charge of the black hole influences the oscillatory behavior, it has a relatively minor impact on the overall rate at which the
perturbations decay. This finding highlights that the black hole charge primarily affects the dynamic response of the system
without drastically altering its stability over time.

The time-domain profiles of scalar and electromagnetic perturbations reveal key differences in how these fields evolve over
time in the presence of a black hole. Scalar perturbations generally exhibit higher decay rates and faster damping than electro-
magnetic perturbations, making them more responsive to changes in the black hole’s parameters, such as the multipole moment
l, the model parameter α, and the charge Q. These results provide a deeper understanding of the dynamics of black hole
perturbations and the influence of various physical parameters on the behavior of QNMs.

E. WKB method with Padé Approximation for Quasinormal modes

In this study, we aim to estimate the QNMs of the black holes by employing the Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin (WKB) method, a
widely recognized approximation technique in the field of black hole perturbation theory. Initially introduced by Schutz and Will
[123], the WKB method provides a first-order approximation for calculating QNMs. However, despite its utility, the method is
known to exhibit certain limitations, including a higher degree of error in some cases. To address these limitations, researchers
have developed higher-order WKB approximations, significantly improving the accuracy of QNM calculations [124–126]. Our
work utilizes the advancements suggested by Ref. [126], where Padé approximations are incorporated into the WKB method,
yielding more precise results.

Building on these improvements, we apply the Padé-averaged 6th-order WKB approximation technique to estimate the QNMs
of black holes. The incorporation of Padé averaging has been shown to enhance the precision of QNM estimates, as demonstrated
in prior studies such as Ref. [125]. By using this refined approach, we seek to achieve more accurate and reliable estimates of
QNMs, which will be compared with earlier results to validate our findings. This comparative analysis is critical in evaluating
the robustness of the WKB method and advancing our understanding of black hole dynamics.

In this subsection, we present QNM values computed using the Padé-averaged 6th-order WKB approximation, along with error
estimates in Tables I and II. The 3rd and 4th columns of these tables show the errors associated with the WKB approximation,
specifically the root mean square (rms) error, denoted as △rms, and the error term ∆6, defined as [125]

∆6 =
ω7 − ω5

2
, (44)

where ω7 and ω5 represent the QNMs computed using the 7th and 5th-order Padé-averaged WKB methods, respectively. By
analyzing these errors, we provide a detailed assessment of the accuracy of our QNM estimates, further reinforcing the reliability
of the WKB method in black hole perturbation analysis.
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TABLE I: The scalar QNMs of the CSBH for n = 0, M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.9, Q = 0.5 and cO = 0.3 using the 6th order WKB
approximation method averaged with Padé approximants.

l Padé averaged WKB △rms ∆6

l = 1 0.27937− 0.094328i 4.74121× 10−6 0.0000176752

l = 2 0.464267− 0.0924163i 6.44457× 10−7 2.44832× 10−6

l = 3 0.649716− 0.0918554i 5.0719× 10−8 4.46484× 10−7

l = 4 0.835258− 0.0916204i 8.56836× 10−9 1.14886× 10−7

l = 5 1.02083− 0.0915005i 2.25924× 10−9 4.54218× 10−8

TABLE II: The electromagnetic QNMs of the CSBH for n = 0, M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.9, Q = 0.5 and cO = 0.3 using the 6th
order WKB approximation method averaged with Padé approximants.

l Padé averaged WKB △rms ∆6

l = 1 0.24098− 0.0880597i 3.87696× 10−6 0.0000234139

l = 2 0.442189− 0.090206i 1.83268× 10−7 2.32131× 10−6

l = 3 0.634127− 0.0907312i 2.44681× 10−8 4.26197× 10−7

l = 4 0.82319− 0.090941i 5.37897× 10−9 1.09616× 10−7

l = 5 1.01098− 0.0910459i 1.60587× 10−9 4.17134× 10−8

In Table I, the QNMs for massless scalar perturbations of a CSBH are presented, with the following model parameters:
cO = 0.3, Q = 0.5, α = 0.9, G = M = 1, and overtone number n = 0. The results are obtained using the 6th-order WKB
approximation method, averaged with Padé approximants. The table also shows two types of errors: the root mean square (rms)
error (△rms) and the relative error term ∆6. It is observed that while the Padé-averaged WKB method tends to have larger
relative errors (∆6) for lower values of the multipole moment l, the rms error (△rms) is relatively smaller. As the multipole
moment l increases, both error terms decrease significantly. This behavior is typical of the WKB method, which becomes less
accurate when the difference between the multipole moment l and the overtone number n is small. Additionally, the quasinormal
frequencies and damping rates increase as the value of l increases.

Table II presents the QNMs for electromagnetic perturbations under the same model parameters and method used in Table
I. Similar to the case of scalar perturbations, the errors are larger for lower multipole moments l, but as l increases, both the
rms and relative errors decrease. This indicates that the accuracy of the WKB approximation improves with larger multipole
moments, consistent with the results observed in scalar perturbations.

When comparing the results from both tables, it is clear that the quasinormal frequencies and damping rates for electromag-
netic perturbations are lower than those for scalar perturbations. This difference highlights the impact of the type of perturbation
on the black hole’s quasinormal modes, where electromagnetic perturbations generally produce lower frequency oscillations and
slower decay rates compared to massless scalar perturbations.

To explore the effects of the model parameters on the QNM spectrum, we have explicitly plotted the real and imaginary
components of the QNMs with respect to these parameters. For this purpose, we employed the Padé-averaged 6th-order WKB
approximation method, choosing a higher value of the multipole moment l. The rationale for selecting a larger value of l is
that the WKB method’s associated error diminishes significantly at higher values of l. In Fig. 9, the variation of real (left) and
imaginary (right) QNMs with respect to the model parameter α is shown for scalar perturbations. As α increases, the real QNMs,
which correspond to the oscillation frequencies, exhibit a significant increase, following an almost linear pattern. It’s important
to note that α < 1 implies a de Sitter (dS) spacetime, meaning that de Sitter black holes have lower oscillation frequencies
compared to anti-de Sitter (AdS) or asymptotically flat black holes. The damping rate or decay rate of GWs also increases
linearly with α. The same behavior is observed in Fig. 10 for electromagnetic perturbations.

In Fig. 11, the variation of the ringdown GW frequency and damping rate with respect to the parameter cO is depicted for
scalar perturbations. For positive values of cO, both real quasinormal frequencies and damping rates increase non-linearly, with
the variation being more pronounced for smaller values of cO. As cO approaches 0.4, the variation in both real and imaginary
QNMs becomes negligible. In contrast, for negative values of cO, both the oscillation frequency and damping rate increase
non-linearly, reaching a maximum near cO = 0. Notably, a discontinuity in the QNM spectrum is observed at cO = 0. Fig. 12
presents similar results for electromagnetic perturbations, showing comparable behavior across the parameter space.

The charge parameter Q has a significant and nonlinear impact on the QNM spectrum of black holes. As shown in Figs.
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FIG. 9: The real (left panel) and imaginary (right panel) parts of the QNMs of the CSBH for massless scalar perturbations as a
function of the vacuum energy parameter α with M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, l = 4 and cO = 0.4.
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FIG. 10: The real (left panel) and imaginary (right panel) parts of the QNMs of the CSBH for electromagnetic perturbations as
a function of the vacuum energy parameter α with M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, l = 4 and cO = 0.4.

13 and 14, both the oscillation frequency (real part of QNMs) and the damping rate (imaginary part of QNMs) increase as
Q increases. This behavior holds true for both scalar and electromagnetic perturbations, although the precise values of the
frequencies and decay rates differ depending on the type of perturbation. In the case of electromagnetic perturbations, the
oscillation frequencies and damping rates are generally lower than those observed for scalar perturbations. The nonlinear nature
of the relationship between Q and the QNMs suggests that even small changes in the charge parameter can have a pronounced
effect on the behavior of the black hole.

Physically, the increase in oscillation frequency with higher Q can be understood in the context of the black hole’s enhanced
electric field. As the black hole’s charge increases, the strength of its electromagnetic field grows, which leads to more tightly
bound perturbations. This results in higher frequency oscillations for perturbing fields around the black hole. Furthermore, the
increase in the damping rate withQ indicates that the perturbations decay more rapidly, meaning that the charged black hole tends
to settle down faster after being perturbed. The faster decay is likely due to the increased energy stored in the electromagnetic
field, which enhances the dissipation of perturbing waves.

The physical significance of these findings is particularly relevant in the context of astrophysical black holes that may possess
charge. Although most observed black holes are expected to have negligible charge due to charge-neutralizing effects in astro-
physical environments, highly charged black holes are theoretically possible in certain exotic scenarios. For example, primordial
black holes formed in the early universe could retain some charge if they formed in environments where neutralizing particles
were absent. Understanding the impact of charge on the QNM spectrum is therefore important for detecting or constraining the
properties of such exotic black holes through gravitational wave observations.

These results highlight that the CSBH model exhibits behavior distinct from other well-known charged black hole solutions,
such as the Reissner-Nordström black hole. In addition, the impact of the symmergent parameters on the QNM spectrum is
distinct from that of the black hole’s charge, further emphasizing the uniqueness of this model. The study of QNMs in charged
black holes, and their dependence on parameters such as Q, continues to be an important area of research for both theoretical
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FIG. 11: The real (left panel) and imaginary (right panel) parts of the QNMs of the CSBH for massless scalar perturbations as a
function of the symmergent parameter cO with M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, l = 4, Q = 0.55 and α = 0.9.

●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●

●●
●●

●
●

●

●

●

●

●

●
●
●●

●●●
●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●

-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

c0

ωR

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●

●

●

●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4

-0.7

-0.6

-0.5

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

c0

ωI

FIG. 12: The real (left panel) and imaginary (right panel) parts of the QNMs of the CSBH for electromagnetic perturbations as
a function of the symmergent parameter cO with M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, l = 4 and α = 0.9.

and observational astrophysics [53, 95, 98, 99].
These findings also differ from results obtained for wormhole configurations, as studied in [104, 105], demonstrating that

the symmergent model’s predictions for QNMs are distinct even when compared to other exotic spacetime geometries. This
underscores the importance of QNMs as a tool for probing the underlying nature of black holes and the influence of additional
parameters such as charge and symmergent contributions on their dynamical properties.

Moreover, we have plotted some contours in Fig. 15 to view the variations of QNMs with respect to the model parameters.
The contour plots reveal the impact of the parameters Q, α and cO on the QNMs of black holes, focusing on both scalar and
electromagnetic perturbations. Physically, as mentioned earlier, the real part ωR represents the oscillation frequency, while the
imaginary part ωI signifies the damping rate, with more negative ωI implying faster decay of the perturbations. As α increases,
both scalar and electromagnetic oscillation frequencies rise, and the damping rate also increases, meaning perturbations persist
shorter for larger α. Similarly, in the case of both perturbations, increasing cO from negative to zero and zero to positive values
leads to higher oscillation frequencies and the perturbations decay more rapidly.

The contours displayed in Fig. 15 also represent the relationship between the real parts of QNMs and the charge Q for scalar
and electromagnetic perturbations, respectively. These contours are crucial for understanding how the charge of a black hole
affects the oscillatory frequencies of perturbations.

The real QNMs signify the oscillation frequencies of scalar field perturbations. As Q increases, the oscillatory frequency
typically increases, reflecting how the black hole’s charge influences the dynamics of scalar perturbations in its spacetime. This
result agrees well with our previous depictions in the time domain profiles. On the other hand, in the behavior of electromagnetic
perturbations under similar conditions, the real QNM frequencies here reveal how the black hole’s charge impacts the propaga-
tion of electromagnetic waves. Both contours highlight that larger charges lead to higher oscillatory frequencies, demonstrating
the charge’s stabilizing role in the black hole perturbation dynamics. These results provide key insights into the stability and
resonances of charged black holes, showing that the nature of the perturbing field (scalar vs. electromagnetic) alters the effect of
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FIG. 13: The real (left panel) and imaginary (right panel) parts of the QNMs of the CSBH for massless scalar perturbations as a
function of the charge parameter Q with M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, l = 4, α = 0.9 and cO = 0.3.
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FIG. 14: The real (left panel) and imaginary (right panel) parts of the QNMs of the CSBH for electromagnetic perturbations as
a function of the charge parameter Q with M = 1, G = 1, n = 0, l = 4, α = 0.9 and cO = 0.3.

charge on the quasinormal modes, a fundamental aspect in black hole physics and wave propagation in curved spacetime.
These results highlight how the parameters Q, α and cO control the stability and longevity of perturbations, which is crucial

for understanding the dynamics of black holes and their gravitational wave signatures.

V. GREYBODY FACTORS

The concept of greybody factors originates from Hawking’s groundbreaking discovery in 1975, which demonstrated that black
holes are not completely black but emit radiation, now known as Hawking radiation [106]. This emission occurs near the black
hole’s horizon, but the radiation that reaches a distant observer is altered by a redshift factor, resulting in a modification of its
spectrum. This distortion is known as the greybody factor, and it reflects the difference between the initial Hawking radiation and
what an observer at infinity detects [107, 108]. Various methods have been developed to calculate greybody factors, including
significant contributions by Maldacena et al. [109], Fernando [110], and others [93, 95, 96, 101, 104, 111–116].

A. Using the WKB approach

In subsection, we utilize the higher-order WKB approximation method to calculate greybody factors for both scalar and elec-
tromagnetic perturbations. This method is especially suited to calculating the reflection and transmission coefficients associated
with wave scattering near a black hole. Specifically, we explore the wave equation under boundary conditions that allow for in-
coming waves from infinity, a scenario analogous to scattering waves from the black hole’s horizon. This allows us to determine
how much of the incident wave is reflected back versus transmitted across the potential barrier. The transmission coefficient, in
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FIG. 15: Contours showing the variation of QNMs with model parameters. First column shows the scalar QNMs and second
column shows the electromagnetic QNMs.



19

this context, is defined as the greybody factor.
The boundary conditions governing the scattering process are expressed as:

Ψ = e−iωr∗ +Reiωr∗ as r∗ → +∞, Ψ = Te−iωr∗ as r∗ → −∞, (45)

where R and T represent the reflection and transmission coefficients, respectively. These coefficients satisfy the conservation
relation |T |2+|R|2 = 1, implying that the reflection and transmission probabilities must sum to one. The transmission coefficient
|T |2, also known as the greybody factor A, quantifies the fraction of radiation that escapes the potential barrier and reaches an
observer at infinity:

|A|2 = 1− |R|2 = |T |2. (46)

The WKB approximation provides a means to calculate the reflection coefficient R through the following expression:

R =
(
1 + e−2iπK

)− 1
2 , (47)

where the phase factor K is determined by the following equation:

K − i
(ω2 − V0)√

−2V ′′
0

−
i=6∑
i=2

Λi(K) = 0. (48)

which involves the maximum value of the effective potential V0, its second derivative V ′′
0 , and higher-order corrections Λi,

extending up to the 6th order [123–126]. The WKB method, while effective, is less accurate at low frequencies where reflection
tends to be total, causing the greybody factors to approach zero. Nevertheless, this does not substantially affect the calculation
of energy emission rates.

Given the robustness and broad applicability of the WKB method in various contexts, including the study of black hole
perturbations and greybody factors, a detailed review is beyond the scope of this paper. For more in-depth discussions, we refer
readers to comprehensive reviews in the literature [51, 128].

The figures presented in 16, 17, 18 and 20 provide a detailed analysis of the behavior of the greybody factors for massless
scalar and electromagnetic perturbations under varying model parameters. Each figure highlights how different parameters
influence the absorption probabilities, offering valuable insights into black hole dynamics in the context of symmergent gravity.

In Fig. 16, we observe the variation of greybody factors |As|2 for scalar perturbations (left panel) and |Ae|2 for electro-
magnetic perturbations (right panel) as the multipole moment l changes. As the multipole moment increases, the peak of the
greybody factors shifts to higher frequencies (ω), indicating that higher-energy modes are more strongly excited at larger l
values. Interestingly, electromagnetic perturbations reach their maximum absorption at slightly lower frequencies compared to
scalar perturbations. This suggests that electromagnetic waves interact more efficiently at lower frequencies, leading to earlier
peaks in absorption than scalar waves for the same multipole moments.

In Fig. 17, the effects of the model parameter α on the greybody factors are examined. The greybody factors for both
scalar and electromagnetic perturbations exhibit a noticeable decrease as α increases. This implies that black holes with smaller
α values have higher absorption and scattering probabilities, effectively capturing more incoming radiation or particles. As α
increases, the greybody factors drop, indicating that black holes become less interactive with the surrounding radiation and allow
more of it to escape. The sensitivity of the greybody factors to α underscores the significance of this parameter in controlling
the interaction between black holes and external perturbations.

A similar pattern emerges in Fig. 18, which explores the impact of the model parameter cO on the greybody factors. Both
scalar and electromagnetic perturbations display higher greybody factors for smaller values of cO, with a clear decrease as cO
increases. This suggests that black holes with lower values of cO are more effective at absorbing radiation, while higher values
of cO reduce this efficiency. The sensitivity of the greybody factors to cO diminishes at higher values, indicating that changes in
cO have less impact on black hole absorption in this regime.

Finally, Fig. 20 illustrates the influence of the charge parameter Q on the greybody factors. As the charge Q increases, the
greybody factors gradually decrease for both types of perturbations. This implies that charged black holes are less efficient at
absorbing radiation compared to their neutral counterparts. The decrease in absorption with increasing charge suggests that the
presence of charge reduces the interaction between the black hole and incoming waves or particles, leading to lower absorption
probabilities.

In summary, these figures reveal that the parameters l, α, cO, and Q significantly influence the greybody factors for both
scalar and electromagnetic perturbations. Smaller values of α, cO, and Q correspond to higher absorption probabilities, while
higher values lead to decreased interaction with incoming radiation. Additionally, electromagnetic perturbations tend to reach
their maximum absorption at lower frequencies compared to scalar perturbations. These findings enhance our understanding of
the intricate dynamics between black holes and external perturbations within the framework of symmergent gravity.
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FIG. 16: The greybody factors for massless scalar (left panel) and electromagnetic (right panel) perturbations for different
values of the multipole moment l with the parameter values M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.9, Q = 0.3 and cO = 0.4.
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FIG. 17: The greybody factors for massless scalar (left panel) and electromagnetic (right panel) perturbations for different
values of the vacuum energy parameter α with the parameter values M = 1, G = 1, l = 2, Q = 0.3 and cO = 0.1.

B. Rigorous Bounds on Greybody Factors

In this part of our investigation, we consider rigorous bounds on greybody factors by utilizing a different method. Since this
portion of the analysis reveals similar behavior between scalar and electromagnetic perturbations in terms of greybody factors,
we focus on scalar perturbations only for the remainder of the study.

The method we employ is based on the elegant analytical approach originally introduced by Visser (1998) [129], which
was subsequently developed further by Boonserm and Visser (2008) [130]. This technique has been widely applied in various
contexts, as explored by numerous researchers, including Boonserm et al. (2017, 2019) [131], Yang et al. (2022) [95], Gray et
al. (2015) [132], Ngampitipan et al. (2012) [133], and others [134–137]. These studies have demonstrated the robustness of this
approach in determining greybody factor bounds across different gravitational systems.

For our analysis, we concentrate specifically on deriving the bounds for the greybody factors of CSBHs. We begin by analyzing
the Klein-Gordon equation for the massless scalar field, as discussed in the previous sections, and then reduce the effective
potential to the form:

V (r) =
l(l + 1)h(r)

r2
+
h(r)h′(r)

r
, (49)

where h(r) represents the metric function and l is the multipole moment. This potential governs the dynamics of scalar field
perturbations in the black hole background.

Using this effective potential, we proceed to derive the rigorous lower bound for the greybody factors, following the methodol-
ogy laid out by Visser (1998) [129] and Boonserm and Visser (2008) [130]. The bound for the transmission coefficient, denoted
as Tb, is given by:

Tb ≥ sech2
(

1

2ω

∫ ∞

−∞
|V | dr

h(r)

)
, (50)
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FIG. 18: The greybody factors for massless scalar (left panel) and electromagnetic (right panel) perturbations for different
values of the symmergent parameter cO with the parameter values M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.9, Q = 0.3 and l = 2.
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FIG. 19: The greybody factors for massless scalar (left panel) and electromagnetic (right panel) perturbations for different
values of the charge parameter Q with the parameter values M = 1, G = 1, α = 0.9, cO = 0.4 and l = 2.

where ω is the frequency of the perturbation. Here, Tb represents the transmission coefficient, which corresponds to the greybody
factor.

To account for the presence of the cosmological constant and the symmergent gravity parameters, we modify the boundary
conditions in accordance with the work by Boonserm et al. (2019) [138]. The modified bound is expressed as:

A ≥ Tb = sech2

(
1

2ω

∫ RH

rH

|V |
h(r)

dr

)
= sech2

(
Al

2ω

)
, (51)

where the integral term Al is defined as:

Al =

∫ RH

rH

|V |
h(r)

dr =

∫ RH

rH

∣∣∣∣ l(l + 1)

r2
+
f ′

r

∣∣∣∣ dr. (52)

In these equations, rH and RH denote the event and cosmological horizon radii of the black hole, and the effective potential
V (r) is integrated between these radii.

We have successfully computed the rigorous bounds on greybody factors for CSBHs. The formula obtained is expressed as:

Tb = sech2
(
(RH − rH)

(
4πcOG

(
3αrHRH (GM (rH +RH) + l(l + 1)rHRH)−Q2C1

)
+ (α− 1)αr3HR

3
H

)
24ωπαcOGr3HR

3
H

)
(53)

where C1 =
(
rHRH + r2H +R2

H

)
and the parameters cO, α, and Q represent the quadratic curvature term, the vacuum energy

parameter, and the charge of the black hole, respectively.
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This expression provides a rigorous lower bound on the greybody factors as a function of various parameters. Our findings
demonstrate that the greybody factor bound is sensitive to both the black hole charge and the parameters governing the symmer-
gent gravity model. These results will contribute to a deeper understanding of black hole radiation and the role of symmergent
gravity in shaping the interaction between black holes and perturbations.
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FIG. 20: The greybody bound Tb as a function of the frequency.
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FIG. 21: The greybody bound Tb as a function of the frequency.

By performing numerical calculations, we can evaluate the bound and visualize it in Fig. 20 for the case of different l values
(on the left panel) and different α values (on the right panel), and in Fig. 21 for the case of different cO values (on the left
panel) and different Q values (on the right panel). The resulting graphs indicate that with an increase in the model parameter α,
greybody bounds decrease significantly. The impacts of parameter l on the greybody bounds are more significant in comparison
to the greybody factors discussed in the previous subsection. Again, as the parameter cO increases, the bound on the greybody
factor decreases. This observation suggests that CSBHs exhibit stronger barrier properties and possess lower greybody bounds
compared to Schwarzschild black holes. The model parameter Q also has a similar impact on the greybody bounds. Overall,
the influence of the model parameters for CSBHs on the greybody bounds almost mirrors the effects observed in the case of
greybody factors discussed in the previous subsection. Given that greybody factors exhibit similar behavior for both types of
perturbations, in this subsection, we have focused solely on scalar perturbations to investigate the greybody bounds.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we have studied charged black hole solutions in the Symmergent gravity [27] by investigating the QNMs and
greybody factors of the CSBHs , focusing on scalar and electromagnetic perturbations. Our analyses reveal that the symmergent
parameters α, and the quadratic curvature term cO have significant impacts on the QNMs and greybody factors as well as the
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black hole charge Q and the multipole moment l.

Key insights from our results include:

• Higher multipole moments l lead to stronger potential barriers, higher QNM frequencies, and faster damping rates, with
black holes becoming more resistant to perturbations.

• The symmergent parameter α shows a linear increase in both the QNM frequency and damping rate. This suggests that
the parameter governs the black hole’s ability to trap and damp perturbations, particularly in scalar perturbations.

• The coupling parameter cO also plays a critical role, exhibiting a complex influence on the QNM spectrum and the
greybody factors. At small values, rapid changes occur in both oscillation frequency and damping rates, but these effects
stabilize as cO increases.

• The black hole charge Q increases the potential barrier, resulting in higher frequencies for QNMs, while marginally
affecting the damping rate.

The greybody factors of CSBHs were found to differ substantially from those of Schwarzschild black holes. Particularly, the
model parameters α and cO play a central role in determining the black hole’s absorption and scattering properties. We observed
that smaller values of these parameters correspond to higher greybody factors, indicating stronger interactions between the black
hole and incoming matter or waves.

Our analysis shows that small positive values of cO result in smaller real QNM frequencies, while small negative values lead
to larger frequencies. For asymptotically large positive or negative values of cO, the QNMs approach constant values similar to
those in a Schwarzschild black hole. The parameter α has a near-linear effect on both the real and imaginary components of the
QNMs, with larger values of α leading to higher frequencies and faster decay rates. Additionally, we observe that the presence
of charge Q significantly impacts the QNMs by raising both the frequency and damping rate as Q increases.

Our investigation into scalar and vector perturbations shows that scalar perturbations consistently exhibit higher frequencies
and shorter lifetimes compared to electromagnetic perturbations, a reflection of the stronger interaction between the scalar
field and the black hole. The time-domain profiles further highlight that scalar perturbations decay more rapidly, with notable
sensitivity to variations in cO, α, and Q .

Regarding the greybody factors, our study indicates that both α and cO have measurable effects on the absorption and scatter-
ing behavior of the black hole. We find that smaller values of α increase the greybody factors, suggesting that black holes with
reduced α are more effective in absorbing and scattering incoming radiation.

These results provide deeper insight into the role of symmergent gravity parameters in shaping the dynamical and observa-
tional properties of charged black holes. The distinct signatures of these parameters, particularly in QNM spectra and greybody
factors, offer potential observational targets for future gravitational wave and black hole shadow experiments. With the advent
of sensitive detectors like LISA and ongoing observations from the Event Horizon Telescope (EHT), it may soon be possible to
use these findings to place further constraints on the symmergent gravity and improve our understanding of black hole physics.
Our present work, along with the observational results of QNMs can help us to understand symmergent gravity in more detail.
Observational constraints on QNMs in the symmergent gravity, derived from LISA data, alongside shadow constraints from the
EHT, could soon provide a means to test the consistency and viability of the theory.
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[20] D. Demir and B. Puliçe, “Geometric Dark Matter,” JCAP 04, 051 (2020).
[21] D. Demir, “Emergent Gravity Completion in Quantum Field Theory, and Affine Condensation in Open and Closed Strings,”

[arXiv:2312.16270 [hep-th]].
[22] D. Demir, “Emergent Gravity as the Eraser of Anomalous Gauge Boson Masses, and QFT-GR Concord,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 53, no.2, 22

(2021).
[23] D. Demir, “Symmergent Gravity, Seesawic New Physics, and their Experimental Signatures,” Adv. High Energy Phys. 2019, 4652048

(2019).
[24] D. A. Demir, “Curvature-Restored Gauge Invariance and Ultraviolet Naturalness,” Adv. High Energy Phys. 2016, 6727805 (2016).
[25] D. Demir, Naturally-Coupled Dark Sectors, Galaxies 9, no.2, 33 (2021).
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[32] R. C. Pantig, A. Övgün and D. Demir, “Testing symmergent gravity through the shadow image and weak field photon deflection by a

rotating black hole using the M87∗ and Sgr. A∗ results“, Eur. Phys. J. C 83, 250 (2023).
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